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This study asked p^acticmg manajgers to identify the problematic 
conmunTdarioa^ exp^ienced by supervisors ia tbeir organi- 

zations^ Prior research hayl asked recent giaduates^to identify com- 

/ J 
munication behfaviors based/ on how inportant those behaviors seeded 

to be, not on whether tho^e^behaviors p^resented problems* The pre- 
sent study was conducted/ within the framework of two widely discussed 
management systems: Organizational Behavior Modificktion and Manage- 
ment by Objectives. Idfentif ication of problematic communication situ- 



ations by managers in these /sy^^ms suggests where time and resources 
need to be placed in ^eech/ communicat ion education. 



Organizational sAavior Modification and Management by Objectives: 
Implications for Change in Organizat;ional Communication Training 



^Increasingly over the past few years departments otz speech communi- 

cation have been turning to career oriented instruction. This shift 

* 

has been reflected in the literature in supn articles as the one Vin— 

> y 1 

cent DiSalvo, David Larson and Bill S^ler^ published in a recent issue 

of Communication Education,' It-jis also reflected in the flood of .new 

materials which has recent l)?/become available for .adop|^|f>n in courses 

in organizatipnal comimiucation-. This literary .activity has^een 

generated, in larg^measure, by the kind of inquiry which would allow 

researchers to infer what kinds of instruction, and in what particular 

% 

stills, we should be^ teaching to accomnodate the career oriented stu- 

4 

dent- J ^ 

A major ^argument of the present essay is that the researchers 
have been asking -^the wrong questions, based on the wrong assumptions, 
and have arrived at the wrong conclusions. 

Typ-ically, researchers have' set lip. categories which they believe 

• • ( ■ 

to be important, 'and then they ask respondents from tne business com- 
\ i 

munity to focus upon the imjiortance of those categories. The questions 

^/ 

yield statements from the responders about the impprtance of the cate- 
gories, which in turn lets the researcher infer what we ought b'fe 
teaching. We wish to argue that, while the questions are interesting. 



they^are.not ei^ugh- They certainly don't warrant* the suggestions 

about what w/ should be teaching that have begun to appear in our 

journals. / ' ^ \ ' 

Th^ most recent exaaple'of this kind of research was the DiSalvo, 

*. 

Larsoa and Seiler article just mentioned. They wanted to find out the 

//'^ 

communication skills needed by persons in business-organizations, so 
they asked recent graduates from their university tb rank order ten 
(10) types of conmunication skills on the basis of iiaportance. In 
order of iniportance as related to job success, the' ten skill areas 
eported by DiSalvo ^nd his colleagues were: 

1. listening . 6. routine infonoation exchange 

2. persuading • 7.. small group leadership 

3. advising ^ 8. intervi^^jring 

4. instructing ' 9. 'giving orders 

5. small group' problem 10. public speaking 
solving 

/ A* researcher may ask, ^s DiSalvo and his colleagues did — and as, 
^ * f 

' ' ' ^ ' 2 , 

arlier, Jim Lohr did--tbat the responder to a Questionnaire mention 

1 ■ ■ 

the importance of a-^ communication skill. In addition, in asking the 

/ 

question, a researcher :nay use language nore typical of the 

acadeiny than typical of the business comurkitv. Indeed, this 

procedure led DiSalvo, Larson and Seller to find that "advis'ing" 

is extremely important. But vhat does this finding ice. n? "Advising" • 

might mean "giving directions" or it night be understood to 

mean "persuading^^" Assuming we could know wqat the responder truant 

whenr he or she agreed that "advising" was important, what could ve- 



conclude? VJould it be viable to cqnclude that ''advising" is also a problem area 
Mere importance is not sufficient grounds to warrant major decisions about the 
way we train young' people, for it does not tell us what those who are* being ' 
trained have difficulty doing. It seems clear to us that researchers need to 
jnove beyond the current concern about mere inportance. Af!d it see:ns clear that 
we nepd to try to discover ^how the business conznunity uses language to talk 



r 



about comnunication behaviors and what it tonsiders to be troublesone. At< least 

we need to do these things if we wish to T^ke meaningful guises ab^uf the 

training we ought to provide- our career oriented students. ' * 

V 

In an earlier research one of us triad to discover what words people in, the 
business coraimnity actually used to talk about their comnunication problents. 
To do this a pilot study was 'conducted in the Rockford, Illinois, area*' "A 
questionnaire was developed which included both objective type and open-ended 
questions designed to get language sanples fron renpcndeiits as they talked about 
communicatipn in their companies. 'Three of the cueotiotis,^ different only with 
regard to the category of employee, read: ''Sup-pose t.ia DepartT;enT of Speech 
Comunication would design a course especially for ytJtft' employees who are at the 

. , level. What are the three ir.os? important speech comjtiuni- 

cation skills these. employees should get fro^ the couYse?" , The categories were 
"management," "supei»visory , " and 'labor force.'* 

La;iguage patterns emerged from a wide variety of responses .to the open-ended 

questions in this pilot study. In addition, the questions yielded^a clearer 

picture of the cornxsunication problems experienc'ed by the respondents. 
• . 1 




In the mail) study oy that e^lier research responses wer^ secured .from the 
Chief £xecutive>^ Of f icers of 55 companies ranging in site from eight employees 
to seven thousand employees. One set of questions in that research asked the 



respondent to rank "the five most troublesome communication situations "froc 

r * 

^aoong eleven suggested possibilities and two blank spaces marked "other^ These 
rankings were. made three tiaes— once for each ofsthe. three dategories of 
employee. • " ^ o - . " 

. • So Hanna's research was "^skliig not about "inportance," but about "trouble." 
And -it was asking in language which was faniliar to peonle in the business 
coinmunity: ^ The results were strikirigly different from those reported- earlier. 
For example, based ©a.^"i:^ortance" as his subjects responded, Lohr Concluded 
that public speaking .'sl^alls should be core heavily enphasized. DlSalvo, Larson 
■and Seiier asked a- raore sibtle quistion abbut relative importance among) ten 
skill- area*, in relation At] job success. "Public Speaking"" caved from first 
>rank in Lohr's study to tenth ^in DiSalyo, Urson and Seller's study^-a finding ' 
which seems -to us more consistent with realities in the business conmmity. 

•In line with DiSalvo, Larson and Seller's ran:;ir.ss, Hanna. found that the 
, skill- of /'formal presentation-'—languase used by people in the business comniunicy 
was ranked low. You can take this finding to mean that the instruc tlonl^^^are 
giving in the relevant skills is adeq'uate, or you can take it to mean that 
Whatever the experiences are which yield skills in public speaking, those ' ^ 
experiences are adequate. £ut you cannot conclude that we should * 
^increase the' anoiont of time o^r energy or resources we presently spend 
in, teaching public speaking skills. 



Table I 



Here It seems' useful to descfribe what we nean by -'weighted" -and 
"unweighted" rankings. ^ One. treasure of the most troublesome ' conzaunication ' 
.is to attach power to the ranking 'assigned by a respcnder to aV^ticular 
item. Another way is cerely to' co-j«it . the frequency of jr^ntion' of an item, 

♦ ' ^ — " 

regardless of how it was ranked b^.- a responder. By assigning ranking • 
... J ' 

power to a mention, an itec ranked, "1st" by a respon'der would get a power 

of five. An item marked "2nd" would get a power of >ur, and so forth. ' • 
On the other hand, if any nention,^gar41ess of rank; received only a 
power of one,* then simple co'jnt of ner.tioas vould-yield a priority list. 

The second table presents unweightSd ar.d weighted rankings of the / 
• troublesome _coi=i3unication sitiiations for ir^nagerS in the Rockforc study.. 
The figures show a general view 'of the ca™-icaticn "probleiES in the bus- 
iness comunity as T^nagers ur.de'stood -'tketn. If we wish to "be helpful 
in providing skills .to these who want or need training in areas coxronly 
problematic for managers, theh we n^d to focus upon those pfoblems .which", 
are problematic for managers. 



Table II 



t 



. ^ ,The assumption that our students are "management bound, of cou-se 
may.be macfe only with relati\-e conf i<ience For instance, .our studBiits^in 
tlie required fundamentals of speech communication course represent' all 
five colleges in* ou/ university. Not all of those peojjle^wlia wish to 
train in preparation for iiianage:::ent positions. But nearly all of the 
students in our business and industrial courses plan to pursue careers in 



' 6 



I 

seme ^lanagement position or another, and others plan to work as super- 
visors. So we ^ re assuming that a good many of our studejits do plan to 
enter the business and industria/ coinzunity, ai;e Eanageinent bound, and 
would like directly applicable instruction. It occurred to j^s that/dif- 
ferences in znanagement systems into whi^ch career bdund*students move iright 

make important differences in how they need to be able to coimunicate. 

- ^ ' ♦* 

We decided to fodus on two tiianager:ent systems, which ve believe are * 

I 

currently popular, and widely discussed in the literature — Managenent . \ 
'By ^Objectives (MEO) and Organizational Beha'/ior >:odif ication (OBMod) . 
Thes^ two systems are draratically different in the presuinptions they 
make about the people in the organizatiop^s . The presuinpticn of 03>jod 
is Skinnerian. It suggests that learning occurs as ^ result of behavior 
which is rewarded. So the OBMod manager looks- for behaviors in line with 
company goals, rewards those behaviors, and thecretically, at least, 
there-by increases th^ likelihood that they* 11 be repeated-* ManageF,ent 
By Objectives, on' the other h'and, asks the individual tq e^Tpress hi^elf 
or herself in t'ems of that person's personal goals. Together with the 
employee, the >30 inanager^ deter:]d.nes which, gcals are compatible, agrees on^ 
a sequence of events which will yield -the objectives J apd a schedule of 
periodic ^nd final reviews of performance as performance- relates to a>chieve- 
ment o^ the objectives. 

. VThat we wished to find out is whether oi^ not there Would be any 
differences,^ and what the difference^, if any, woulji imply about the kind 



' . • * ■ / 

of training'we should -be providing rnanagement boui>d students; Could one 
or the other cmagement systen change the kinds of skills training ve 
should be. giving? We ass^ed thajt priorities might change sone. f 

We Collected responses to -a 5-page questionnaire in which we asked 
about this curiosity, auiong other things. Fifty (50>. inanagers. f rom area^' 
businesses ranging' in size f ro:^^ two employees to 17,000 einployees answered 
our questions. There are two relevant ways to look at the data we collected 
from then. * ^ . • ' , 

Again it is possible to .look at the gross responses in» terms of^ 
> either weighted ot unweighted frequency cf :ner.tfon of the situations 
which are most troublesome to respcnder^. .Renerber, "weighted" neans a^^ 
lowing a power of five for a first ranking, four for a second ranking, 
etc., and ^'unweighted'* reaas s^impiy co-^.ting one point for each nention, 
regardless of ranking. — v ' ' 
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The , third table shows ,the ra^k ordered listing of communication 
skill areas, both unweighted and' weighted, for all respondera regardless 
of the managerial system used in their respective companies, "NDtic^ that 
the top five entries, in order of their priority, are essentially isimllar 
'to the earlier Ear^a listing. Mow notice that ''formal {presentation" has 
dropped from sixth to ninth or tenth places We don't know why this' shift 
has occurred,' but we believe it argues that we should not increase the 
amount ^f energy .or effort we presently spend on te^^ching the skills of 
.ptiblic speaking. 

' \3 



• . . In ad4ition we- note a 'shift upward, from ninth posifion to seventh 
•position, of the entry "private, l-to-l conference." "Handling griev- / ' 
ances-j^s-nade-a similar^ movement upward > 'We can't conclude t*h at "these 
small shifts imply a need for us'-to reevaluate our current curricular 
o/fe'rings. ' ' ■ r ' . . 

Flaally,.we'd like to show^you one more table. It shows how responses, 
compare- when the li^ts are broken out according to whether the responder 
was in an^0BM6d system or an MBO system. '.We show" it to you because it • " 
seems to us to imply ^hat, if we bould predict the kind of .ma^i'/gerial 
syatem a person will enter, we might be better ^ble to tailor his .training ' 



-in communication skills. 



Table IV 



^ Notice that "private, ^1-to-l erence" ^i-^ves', i^to the top five 
ranks in Management. By Objective systenis", while '"nandl:^^g grievance^'' 
moves into the* top five < ranks for OBMod sys terns. We suspect that, these 
changes say inore about ^the managerial, sys'te^s than tjiey say about the kind 
of communication skills training people might need to move into those . 
aystems. But, r^ember, these lists are ranked according to how troxible-- 
some the situations seem^to managers alrea^dy working in the business/ ^ 
Industrie! community. We believe they know what they talking about. 

Conclusions. ,. Based^ on the results of this study, with the qualifi- 
cation that the findings may' not apply universally, we believe these tKing^s 

1.^ that researchers have been asjcing the wibng questions of the, 
- - wrong aucf±lnce~and coming to the wrong conclusions* about what 



we ought to be teaching career-ori«nted students; 
that, if we waht to teach courses which are^ geared toward career 
oriented stiidents, then^we- should stress the coimunication 
skills involvecj In motivating people, delegating authority^ 
listening, direction giving and group problem solving, 
that, ff we oould predict 'what kind' of managerial- system our 
atudents "are likely to enter, and if we could know it to be ^ 
either OBMoctor >!B0, then we inight wish to include more foius 
on the skills involved in handlin^^rievlenc^ and private l^tp^ 
i conferences. - . . ' . • ^ " ' - ^ 

Chat we shoul-d not, as sornfe migjit argue, iiicrease the airount 
of time cWenevgy we presently de\pte t9 peaching the, ski:j.ls of 
jiublic speaking. 
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Comparison Between PiSalvo an'd Hanna Rankings 



DjSalvo Rankings^ ^ ^ 

1. ^ Listening ' _ ' - 

2. ^Pcrsiaadiag 

3. Advising ' * ^ 
4,, • * Instructing 

5, ' Stnall Group. Problein Solving 

6, Routine Inf ormationl Exchange 
?• Small -Group Leader siiip 

8, Interyiewin-g 
'9. Givltxg ^Orders 



10. ^ Public Sneaking 



/ 



Haiyia Rankings ^ 

1. Motivating People^ 

' . ^21 - Deliagating Autho.ritar , 

' 3*.t Listening ' 

^ • ^ 4. GrouH Problek Solving 

5 . Qivi^g Directions ' . 

6. 'Fannal Presentktfons 

^ ^ ' 7. Qonf^rence Leadership 

8./ flknd^ing Grievances 

^ Nixing 'Grapevine/Private 
^l^pnf e r enc es 




egfatiatiott & Bargaining 



Table 'II . . • • 

• Most Troublesome Communication SitiSations for Managers 

Unvelghteid Totals - ^ Weighted Totals * ¥ 



1. 


Motivating People , . 
■ f ■ ■ , 


. . 46 ' ^ 


■t. 


Motivating People . . . 


. . 168 


J 


kDele gating Authority . 


41 , 




Delegating A\ithority . 


. • 139 


3. 






3. 




. Vl09 
t 


4. 


Group Problem Solving 


■'■'■.•it 


' 4. 


Giving Directions » • 


• 99 




Giving Directions . . ^ 






Group Problem Solving 


. . 92 


6. 


Formal Presentation v . 


. V . 17 


6. 


Formal Presentation' . • 


. . 38 






1 ♦ 




Using the^ Grapevine . . 


. . 38 


7. 


Conference Leadership 


. . .'16' 


, 7. 


Conference Leadership . 


33 


8, 


Handling Grievances . 


. ' . ; 14 


8. 


Handling Grievances . . 


. . . 32 


9. 


Private (1-to-l) Conf erencesl2 


9 , 


Private (l-to--l) Conferences 31 




Using tUe Grapevine. 


. . . 12 









IQ. Negotiations Bargaining ."^9 \ l^f^^Ne|otJations & Bargaining . 21 

11. Other . . \ . . 2 yll. ^ Other ' 10 

12. Others 0 12. Other ^. 0 



^ Table III 

Most Troublesome Communication Situations for Managers: OBMod/MBO Study 

^Unweighted Totals ' Weighted Totals 
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1. 


Motivating Peof^e . . . V . 


. 176 


2. 




41 


2. 




. 144 


3. 


Delegating- Authority . . . 


34 


3. 


Delegating Authority . . . 


100 


A, 


Group Problem Solving . . . 


-33 


4. 




. 94 


5. 




31 


5. 


Group Pfoblen .Solving . . , 


. 45 


6. 


Handling Grievances . . . . 


20 


6. 


Handling Grievances » . . , 


. 42 


?: 


Private, 1-to-l Conference 


17 


7. 


Private., 1-to-l Conference 


39 


.8. 


Conference Leadership .o . , 


6 


8.. 


Conference Leadership . . . 


' 15 


9. 


Formal ^esentation .... 


'.,6 


9. 


NegotlatipaVand Bargaining 


•l4 


10. 


Negotiation and Bargaining 


5 . 


10. 


Fomal Presentation » . . . 


. 9 


11. 


Using the Grapevine-'. . . . 


3 


11. 


Using the Grapevine . . . . 


4 


12. 




1 


12. 




7 



4 
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Most Troublesone Connnunication 



by Management System 



Management by Objectives ^ % 
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Organizational Behavior Modification 
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OP o. 
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1. 

2. 

3. 
4. 

-5. 

6'. 
7. 
8. 
9.' 

10. 
11. 
12. 



Motivating People , . 26 105. 

Listening 26 94 

Delegating Authority 22 63 

Giving Directions . 18 56 

Private 1-to-L 'Conr 

ference ... ... 13 32 ^ 

Group Problem^ Solving 13 30 

Handling Grievances . 10 18 

Conference Leadership 5 11 

Negotiation & Bargain- 4 10 
ing / / ' • 

Fprmal/ Presentation .2 4 ♦ 

Using the Grapevine . 2 2 

Other .■ 1 2 



1/ 
2. 
3. 
4. 



>lbtivating People . / • 16 71 

Listening . I . 15 50 

Giving Directions . . \ 13 38 
Delegating Authority . ^ /Xl^ 37 

. • 10 24 



5. Handling Grievances . , 

6. Group Problen Solving . * . '8 '^5 
7., Private 1-to-l Conferences 4 7 
8. Formal Presentation •••AS 

-'^^9. Xegotiation S Bargaining 1 4 



10. Conference Leadershjp^^ 



1 4 
1 2 



11. Using the Grapevine . • 

12. ' Other ; . . . 0 0 



r 



